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My main concern is the existence of more than one place to find the description of the experiments, which might be confusing and source of errors for the participants. It should be stated clearly with which document participants should be working, both on the GMD paper and on the CLIC webpages hosting the description of the MISOMIP experiments. This is also true for supplement material, part of it being attached as a supplement of this paper and an other part being located on the webpage. I suggest that if this GMD paper is the reference for these experiments that all the needed material (input files, examples of model description, etc) is provided as a supplement of this paper. The GMD being the reference, it questions the way changes or updates (which might be necessary when participants will start running the experiments and find some ambiguities in the experiments description, because it is always difficult to think about all possible configurations in advance) will be provided to the community. The strategy for setup update after the GMD paper is accepted should be clearly stated in the GMD paper itself (a link to an update webpage on the MISOMIP website for example).
Other remarks
page 9865, line 13: performed simulations used offline . . . → performed offline coupled simulations . . . (?) page 9869, first equations and all over in the paper. Some of the notations are not homogeneous through all the paper. For example, the bed (which is also the bathymetry) is written B here, z b after Eq. (8) and (13). Then when a quantity is evaluated at the bed (in fact the bottom ice surface) it is noted b (τ nt | b in Eq. (6)). I would suggest to adopt the same notations as in the previous ISMIP and ISMIP3d experiments for the geometry: b for the bedrock (and bathymetry), z s for the ice upper surface and z b for the ice bottom surface, this latter being equal to b when the ice is grounded and describes the ice-ocean interface (ice draft for the ocean model) when ice is floating. The same apply for the coordinates which are sometime written using lowercase (ice part) and sometime uppercase (ocean part). Legend of figures will have to be updated accordingly.
page 9869, line 20: the fact that either A and β 2 (or both) should be modified is repeated at different places, but I would suggest to write it as a preamble of how the steady state is obtained. This is an important point and the strategy of doing it this way should be explained. Also, it should be stated more clearly if A and β 2 should only be one single scalar for the whole domain (or the whole bedrock) or if participants are free to have space evolving A and/or β 2 . page 9870, line 1: The tangential component . . . → Where the ice is grounded, the tangential component . . .
Eq. (7): I have two points here: the first is on how the Tsai friction law, and its dependency to water pressure, is written. The second is on the use of Tsai and others (2015) friction law instead of the C 1 Coulomb-type friction law proposed by Schoof (2005) and Gagliardini and others (2007) . First, I would suggest to really make the distinction between the friction law itself and the way the effective pressure entering the friction law is estimated. I would suggest to write the Tsai and others (2015) friction law as:
and then explain how the effective pressure is estimated: N = −σ nn − ρ sw gz b (assuming that sea level is 0). It should be stated clearly (more clearly than in the Tsai and others (2015) paper at least) that the water pressure is assumed over all the bed to be given by the ocean hydrostatic pressure, which can be seen as a zero order hydrology model assuming a perfect connection of all the bedrock interface to the ocean (which is certainly a good approximation in the close vicinity of the GL but might give too large water pressure far inland if bedrock elevation decrease again). Then you might want to explain that N can be expressed using the floatation thickness as N = ρ i g(h − h f ). Second, I would suggest that the participants can choose between Tsai and others (2015) friction law and the most commonly used so far Coulomb-type friction proposed by Schoof (2005) and Gagliardini and others (2007):
which depends on the same number of parameter than the Tsai and others (2015) friction law. Moreover, if C = f and A s = (β 2 ) −m , both law are very similar, but the latter is C 1 and always bijective, whereas the former might conduct to numerical difficulties when the plateau is reached. I would suggest that at least the participants have the choice between both effective pressure dependent friction laws.
Eqs. (6) and (7): u should be u t (only the tangential part to the bed of the velocity vector) and one should define the norm of the tangential velocity (noted u b above) instead of |u|. page 9898, line 12: website address already given. 
